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i.r. Bon Bradlee, Executive Bditor 
The Washington Boat 
1150 1 i3 Bt* , uV/ 

Washington, B.C* 20009 

near nr. Bradlee, 

Because 1 # intont in not publicity but to inspire majoiMnodia thinking about the 
subject, I write y u rather than ''the editor" about this morning’s piece by Bhilip McCombs, 
it doal3 seriously and responsibly v/ith a majjor problem* hut entirely inadequately* 

I hold the traditional opinion about thu sanctity: of sources* I do not believe it 
applies in the Bremer case. X do believe other and important consideration - do* ho source 
is protected by witliholding outtakos. nor is any proT secution need served in asking ior 
them unless it lias in mind wore tlian convicting Bremer or prejudicing the jury* Probative 
witnesses witiiout end are available* The quotes from Beall are persuasive: "we don* t need 
1 egn ** Why a sic for them, then? 

With tho questions raised in your ov/n excellent reporting alone, however, there can 
be legitimate reason for police examination of all film, improbable as it seems, there 
remains the possibility tliat Bremer wcu not tho long-adverti sed-f or lone nut. he se-xas 
to have spent much more money tlian can be attributed to Ills income* A search of all film 
for tho appearance of another person would seem to be a legitimate and obvious and proper 
police responsibility* Yet Beall openly disavows the need or intent* 

There is also tho a- typical V except in as aosinations) very bad work by the FBI, the 
more obvious illustrations begLng delay in reaching t xv.> Bremer apartment, failure to pro- 
tect what was not tuKen, failure to talce what should have been, ;md the oven more incredi- 
ble failure to seek a 9mm pistol when shells for it were in tliat apartment - and left for 
curio si ty-sQekras to steal. Bo, a desire to protect the FBI and those who failed to spot 
the omnipresent Bremer might be a purpose of seeking the film that is not necessary to 
obtaining a conviction* 

Thero are precedents* To lay knowledge, tho Fnl obtained from non-press sources two reels 
of amateur film of Oswald being arrested while leaflet ting in hew Orleans. The Warren. Com- 
mission was never told of the existence of tilts film in one case ana in neither case was it 
told tho FBI had the film* In nei tiler case is the film in the national Archives. *n both 
cases, under an executive order of 10/31/66 it is required to be* komsey Clark promulgated 
it before his confirmation* I liavo been toid by the owners of both reels tliat tho FBI ret- 
urned edited copies* I liavo ono.Faasalleling tliie is what happened to ..BBU-TY ’ s footage 
when it passed into oflioial liands* Borne of what existed prior to ofi'icial possession no 
longer exists* Moreover, the film no longer meets the official, not ..DBU 1 o, descriirfcion 
of it* iUid asido from the confirmation I have from WBBU and an advertising ar iu public- 
rolations man tliat ho was in it before it was surrendered, I can establish from, official 
reports in my possession wiiat was eliminated: another nan with Oswald, in addition to tho 
one officially acknowl edged, identified and interviewed* & total of 17 stills were made 
for the government from this footage* I have FBI reports stating the reporting agents 
showed as many as six of these at one time to interviewed witnesses# Two only are in the 
national Archives or referred to in she ./ arren op; ^mission hearings onu. deport* 


If you doubt any of this, I will bo happy to show you the FBI and Be crot Jervico 
reports, the WBUU and tho private film, copies of which were maue available to Lie by the 
owners, and the official description it took much effort and the threat ox suit to get. 

Why should anyone be edited out of any assassination footage, no# matter how indirect 
the relationship to the crime might be? Any Oswald associate was not relevant to any decent 
investigation? Failure to locate him should bo liiciuen? Locating him made impossible? 

Uo, although your reporter )iad no reason to suspect it, there are other reasons for 
the IV stations not to surrender their footage to the FBI. One is the mysterious disap- 
pearance of parts of the film, for which there is pre cedent, and another is misuse. The 
best example of the second point is the Aaprudor filip, no copy of which today is complete* 
LIFL gave the government copies of Zapruder's film inu.:odiately, but all copies eliminate 
at least 20, > tliat i3 in the margin, between the sprocket holes. and AIFi^a original lias 
been edited. Frames are missing, more than i brought to light in my first book, (if you 
want the proof, I wil., sliov; it to you.) x^anwhile, there is an official interpretation 
of the evidence of tiiis film and nobody can mako any kind of meaningful private 3 tudy to 
contest it. The Commission^ lawyers were careful to ask for stilisx of only some of the 
frames of the original, wliich doc3 show the exposed film that is masked in copying. They 
then failed to print 9 of these, pretending a typographical error, (jfou would know if you 
were as familiar with my writing as you have suggested, for I also smoked these missing 
9 frames out by exposure, but that doesn’t get them printed in the Warren hearings, does 
it? Arlen Specter said tliey had to and including the frame numbered 234, but it was really 
to and including 343*) idid in those frames tliat ai*e printed, crucial ones, tho tv/o after 
the fatal shot, are reversed, The result is that study of thex printed stills sliov; the 
opposite on tho direction of movement o Hoover, however, assured us not to worry because 
After the Warren conclusions were reached and published, the still* were returned to their 
proper order - in dead storage I 

Insofar as he could, McUombo fairly states a serious problem. He could not state it 
fully. There may be considerations ox which I aiu unaware. 

1 do not tliink tliat such film as is involved in the Bremer ca 30 can be compared 
with a printed-pres3 reporter 1 s need and right to protect Ids sources. I do tliink the 
police sliould be in a position to conduct the best investigation possible, whether or 
not they will, when there is no legitimate need for confidentiality. lot this can in- 
volve another right McCombs did not mention, a property right. This film, whether or not 
aired, is a property and it can have value. Use by the police can destroy that value 
as an exclusive right of the ov/ner. 

Of one tiling I am sure: original footage ought never be surrendered to the FBI. 

They .have a special memory hole for film from which I have been able to retrieve but littlo. 

I am not anti-police or anti-FBI. I am anti-abuse of police power, anti-dishonesty. 

As far back as the mid-30s I worked closely with the FBI. And a 3 recently as two days ago 
I was visited by two moil from a local (not Frederick) police intelligence unit with wliich 
I work and to which I have given some significant intelligence from a confidential source 
whose permission I had. In confidence you, too, can see some of it. It is inside stuff 
from the ^inusemen, .11 their secret and rather professional data on bomb-making, booby- 
trapping - even their claim to liaving caused the famous V/ilkerson bombing and how thoy 
arranged it. oo, there are legitimate police interests it is no criticism of i^cCowls or 
tho Boat to say are not indicated in hi3 story. These are the interests of all of society. 

If I can’t and uon’t pretend to know all the questions or to liavo all the answers, 

I do believe tee issues are much more complex than I have* ever seen stated. There should 
be some kina of answer. But it should not include the surrender aiiy righto. If I do 
not believe this is involved in the Bremer case, I do boliove it is an issue tliat at some 
point must bo faced and resolved. 

This letter does not require a nx answer and 1 do not expect one. 


sincerely, 
li&rolu .Vaisberg 


